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LETTERS OF TRANSMITTAL 


LETTER FROM MR. CARR TO CONGRESSMAN BUDGE, 
TRANSMITTING REPORT 
APRIL 20, 1953. 
Hon. Hamer H. Bupee, 
Member of ¢ Ongress, House of Re prese ntatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Drar ConGressMAN Bunce: In response to your request of March 
23, 1953, I have made an engineering analysis of the alternate plan for 
the proposed Mountain Home irrigation and drainage project in Idaho, 
outlined in Mr. W. G. Sloan’s report of March 17, 1953. The March 
Lde. Lead. report is a modified version of the proposal set forth in Mr. 
Sloan’s report of November 1952 on which I reported earlier. 

An analysis of the latest proposals shows that it is economically 
justified. Annual benefits would amount to about 4.7 times the 
annual costs. The project is financially feasible, assuming water 
charges well within the water users’ ability to repay and reasonable 
charges for drainage and power. If constructed under reclamation 
law, repayment can be made in less than 50 years after a 10-year 
development period. 

In this report the drainage benfits have been mentioned, but no 
attempt has been made to fully appraise them. It should be empha- 
sized, however, that a preliminary examination indicates that the 
drainage benefits would be very great and, in themselves, would prob- 
ably justify further study of this proposal. 

My findings, including my conclusions and recommendations, are 
presented in the attached report. 

Sincerely yours, 
James K. Carr, 
Civil Engineer, 
Con sultant on Ir iqation and Reclamalion, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 


LETTER FROM CONGRESSMAN B 
ENCLOSING REPORT AND LETT 
TERIOR McKAY 


SUDGE TO CHAIRMAN MILLER, 
ER TO SECRETARY OF THE IX- 
CoNnGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Hovust oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, BiG.. April 28, 1958. 
Hon. A. L. MiLter, 
Chairman, Committee on Inte rior and Insular Affair S, 
House of Re presentatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHarrMan: A copy of the engineering analysis of 
the alternate plan for the Mountain Home reclamation project in 
Idaho, prepared by James K. Carr, engineering consultant for your 
v 
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committee, is enclosed. Mr. Carr’s analysis is a review of the plan 
bmitted March 17 by W. G. Sloan, a former Idaho resident, now 


onsulting engineer in California. The plan is suggested as a substi- 
for the Payette diversion proposal of the United States Bureau of 

in mation \ copy of Mr. Sloan’s report Is also enclosed. 
lt is my desire that the people concerned and the Members of 
Congress will become compl tely informed about this possibility, and I 
that it merits full investigation You will note in the attached 
of Mareh 29, 1953, to Seer tary \MehKay, that | requested a full- 
! stigation of the alternate plan by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
m pleased to report that I received a favorable response from 
Secreta It appears that the investigations will be well under 

middle of the summer 

i | proposal hi revived the hops s of the people of southern Idaho 
that an economical way can be found to bring about the irrigation of 
the fertile lands in the Mountain Home Desert. This has been a 


aqaream o Idaho re sidents for more than 50 vears. 

| believe vou will agree with me that this project is of such great 
importance we should completely explore it and keep the interested 
parties completely informed about it. Looking toward achieving that 
purpose | am suggesting that vou make this tnformation available to 
the members of the committee and others in the form of a committee 
print [ believe it would be very helpful, especially because of the 


mves i@ations tha nre mm proeress 


Chank vou again for our cooperation in making Mr. Carr available 
to complete this engineering analysis. It should be of special value to 
the members of vour committee if legislation is introduced to carry the 
p ojyect forward | 


| 
neereryvy Vours 


Marcu 27, 1953 
H Dor as McKay, 
Seerctary of the Interior, Washinaton, D.C 

\iy Dear Mr. Secrerat Because of vour service on the Colum- 
bia Basin interagency committees, vou are familiar with some of 
the proposals to irrigate the fertile lands of the Mountain Home 
Desert in southern Idaho. Past proposals have been so costly as to 
prevent widespread support by the potential irrigators and responsible 
_ official One such propos il is the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
Pavett nit plan, which is published in House Document 473, 
S ( on 3 2d session 


Hope for an economical solution to the irrigation problem has 
newed recently because of an alternate plan for the Mountain 


Hor e prorect o lined nd thre attached report dated March 17. 19538. 
I} repol combining’ a plan for both irrigation and draina re, Was 
prepared by W. G. Sloan, a consulting engineer, who has had many 

ars of experience with Idaho reclamation problems. The March 17 
report by Mr. Sloan is a modification of a plan proposed by him last 
Novembet The later report incorporates some suggestions made 
recent 1) me and others, so as to obtain additional revenues and 


assist the irrigators in repayment of project costs, thus making the 


proposal more financially feasible. 
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As with the November report, I have arranged through the coopera- 
tion of Chairman A. L. Miller for an analvsis of the project’s feasibility 
by James K. Carr, engineering consultant for the House Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. The additional information to be 
developed by Mr. Carr will be sent to you as soon as practicable. 

Preliminary review of the alternate plan, by Mr. Carr, indicates 
the proposal has considerable merit and that an analysis of its 
economic justification will show a high ratio of benefits to cost. 
It appears to be financially feasible depending, of course, on the rates 
that are to be charged in the sale of water and power 

Additional irrigation in the State of Idaho, especially in the 
Mountain Home area, is of such great importance to the State and 
the Nation that we must not leave a stone unturned in the search for 
an economical plan to put these land and water resources to more 
beneficial use. Therefore, | respec tfully request that the Departme nt 
of the Interior, through its several agencies, assist the people of 
Idaho in making an investigation of this alternate plan for the 
Mountain Home project. 

Work could be initiated by allocating funds from the appropriations 
for general investigations of the Bureau of Reclamation. Perhaps 
other agencies and organizations can participate in a study of the 
alternate plan in accord with the President’s des're for establishing 
a working partnership of Federal, State, and local representatives 
in planning the development of our country’s natural resources. 
[ shall be pleased at your convenience to discuss the proposed study 
in more detail. 

In connection with the desire of the local people for a study of the 


alternate plan, | am ple ased to enclose a@ COPY ofa let er dated Mareh 
18, 1953, from Mr. Mark R. Kulp, chairman of the Boise Valley 
Drainage Committee You will note that the Bots alley Drainage 


Committee and the Mountain Home Reclamation Committee held 
their first joint meeting on March 17. A list of those who attended 
the March 17 meeting is also attached. 


If this investigation can be ineluded in the Department’s program, 


I suggest plans for commencing the study should begin as soon as 
possible, especially if field work is to be don aduring the Comune 
summer months. 
Your early reply to my request will be appreciat 
Very truly yours, 


LETTER FROM CHAIRMAN MILLER TO CONGRESSMAN BUDGE 


COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington D. C., April 29, 1958. 


Hon. Hamer H. Bupas, 
Me mhe r of ( ONGTeSS, 
House of Re prese ntatives. 

Dear Cotteacue: Your letter of April 28, transmitting Mr, 
Carr’s report analyzing Mr. Sloan’s proposal for the Mountain Home 
irrigation and drainage project in Idaho, has been received together 
with related correspondence, and I note your request that this 











ViTl LETTERS OF TRANSMITTAL 


material be made available to the members of our committee and 
others in the form of a committee print. 

It is my general policy to hold the number of committee prints to a 
minimum and only to include data that is directly related to matters 
that may come before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 

I find that this material contains a substitute plan for irrigating 
the lands proposed for future irrigation in H. R. 4648, a bill that has 
been referred to our committee. It appears that if the present 
Interior Department investigation proves this alternate project 
feasible, the material you have submitted will be very helpful in the 
consideration of the plans suggested for irrigating these lands. 

In view of the above-mentioned importance of this data, I am 
pleased LO comply with your request and have directed the committee 
staff to order the material printed, 

Sincerely yours, 
A. L. Mituer, Chairman. 


MEMORANDUM REPORT 
ON 
AN ALTERNATE PLAN 
MOUNTAIN HOME IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE 
PROJECT, IDAHO 


PREPARED AT THE REQUEST OF 
HON. HAMER H. BUDGE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
BY 
JAMES K. CARR 
CIVIL ENGINEER 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 








MEMORANDUM REPORT 


' AFRIL 20, 1953. 
To: Hon. Hamer H. Budge, Member of Congress. 
From: James K. Carr, Civil Engineer 
Subject: Feasibility of an alternate plan, Mountain Home irrigation 
and drainage project, Idaho. 


INTRODUCTION 


The alternate plan outlined in a preliminary report dated March 
17, 1953. isa proposal by a former Idaho resident, consulting engineer, 
W. G. Sloan, of LaMesa, Calif. It has been offered after preliminary 
studies as an alternative for an earlier proposal (1949) by the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation to irrigate lands near Mountain Home 
and Boise, Idaho. The Bureau’s Payette unit plan is outlined in vol- 
ume II of House Document 473, 8lst Congress, _— 211-306. The 
alternate bi un advocated by Mr. Sloan is similar to a plan which was 
discussed in a Bureau of Reclamation report April 1936), by J. R 
Riter a Sohn A. Kiemig, entitled “Boise River Investigations, 
Idaho.” The alternate plan in the March 17, 1953, report is a modi- 
fication of Mr. Sloan’s earlier r port to include changes suggested : 
you and others in order to provide more revenue-producing features 
and reduce the cost of water to the irrigator. The area to be served 
under the alternate plan is 123,000 acres as compart d to 192,000 acres 
(183,000 net) under the Bureau plan. 

The principal difference in the alternate plan and the Bureau’s Pay- 
ette unit plan, so far as irrigation is concerned, is the proposed pumping 
of Snake River water and the use of ground water that can be “sal- 
vaged”’ in the Boise Valley with resulting drainage benefits, both in 
lieu of diversion of water through a long tunnel from the Payette 
River watershed with incidental power development 

The principal difference in this analysis of the alternate plan and 
Mr. Sloan’s analysis is in the matter of operation, maintenance, and 
replacement costs. Inasmuch as it has been suggested that the alter- 
nate plan might be built as a Federal reclamation project, an attempt 
has been made to use the latest Bureau estimates of operating costs. 
The Bureau costs appear to be high in some instances. If they can 
be reduced then water charges might be reduced accordingly. The 
higher costs should be assumed, in my opinion, until more definite 
information is available. 

An analysis was made of the feasibility of the alternate plan, includ- 
ing some comparisons between it and the Bureau of Reclamation pro- 
posal. For more ready reference the analysis is subdivided into the 
following chapters: 

A. Project plan 

B. Lands to be served 

C. Water requirements 
D. Water supplies 

E. Cost of project works 
F. Economic justification 
G. Repayment 
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As a re sult of the analysis my conclusions are hereinafter stated, 
recommendations are made in accordance with your request of 
March 23, 1953. They are listed in the paragraphs immediately fol- 
lowing a summary sheet. Thereafter follows an analysis of feasibility 
its component parts with discussion and information on the above- 

oned factors which affect project feasibility. Prior to a state- 
ment of my conclusions and recommendations it should be emphasized 
that Mr. Sloan’s report is of a preliminary character and is so regarded 
My review is necessarily based on preliminary 


ana 


11) 


menti 


in my analysis of it 
data 
SUMMARY SHEET 

Location: Ada and Elmore Counties, Idaho 

Purpose Irrigation, drainage, and incidental power development. 

(rea to be irrigated: 123,000 acres 

Water requirements: 600,000 acre-feet 

Water supply: From Boise River, Snake River, and underground 
SsOUrCces 
316,000,000 kilowatt-hours in median year. 
imping requirement: 91,400,000 kilowatt-hours in median year. 


177,000,000 kilowatt-hours in median year. 
ratio: Benefits, $10,771,000; 


ower veneration 


ower sales: 
Annual equivalent benefits, costs, 
costs, $2,269,604: ratio 4.7 to 1 
Capital cost $54.049.000. 
Investment per acre: $440 
Operation, maintenance, and replacement costs: $840,747 annually. 
Repayment: Under reclamation law, 52 years after develop- 
ment period with plan A; 50 years with plan B; 47 years with plan C. 


P 
P 
pP 


CONCLUSIONS 
A. Project PLAN 


The project plan is feasible from an engineering viewpoint. It 
adopts parts of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Payette unit plan and the 
Lucky Peak power plant proposed by the Corps of Engineers. 


lc} 
4u \ 


B. Lanps To BE SERVED 


The new lands to be served under the alternate plan are of class 1 
> quality, and there appears to be no question about their 


and class 2 
ability to sustain irrigated agriculture. Prospective drainage benefits 


alone appear to justify further study of the alternate plan. 


( \\ ER REQUIREMENT 


The total water requirement of 600.000 acre-feet for 123.000 acres, 
comp ited in the Sloan report, on the basis of 4.85 acre-feet per acre, 
may be an optimistic estimate and could result in a reduction of pro- 
ject lands in the amount of 12,500 acres in the final project plan should 
the unit estimate of the Bureau (5.4 acre-feet per acre) prove to be 


more accurate 
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D. WaTreR Sup! 


A water supply of 600,000 acre-feet appears to be available during 
dry vears by pumping from ground water and pumping from the Snake 
River. Some surplus flows are available from the Boise River and can 
be used Lo lower average costs ot supplying Water to the project 
There is some question about the number of drainage wells and total 
pumping required to provide the water supply from salvaged ground 
water, especially during dry periods when nearl 
supply is derived from pumping Exchanges of water rights to obtain 
the water supply and the negotiation and cooperation entailed in the 


v the entire watet 


exchanges will be a major proble m before project onstruction can 
begin 
| Cx oF Prosecr WorRKS 


The capital cost of project works proposed in the alternate plan 
would be about $54,049,000 at March 1953 prices. Operation, main 
tenance, and replacement costs are estimated in this report at $840,747 
annually, or $6.84 per acre as compared to costs of $471,852 annually 
and $3.84 per acre in the Sloan report of Mareh 17, 1953. Any in- 
crease in the number of wells or the pumping required to obtain the 
water supply will, of course, result in an increase in these costs. Oper 
ation, maintenance, and replacement costs are the key to financial 


l 


feasibility They should be studied vi ry thoroughly 
FEF. Kceonomic Jt IFICATION 


The alternate plan IS economically justified, showing a ratio of 
annual equivalent irrigation benefits ($10,771,000) to annual costs 
($2,269,604) of 4.7 to 1. This compares with a ratio of 2 to 1 for the 
Bureau’s Pavette unit plan. The two plans are not altogether com 
parable. It appears that the alternate plan is economically justified 
even if water supplies are reduced and costs are increased as indicated 
in C, D, and E above This is a very favorable ratio for this tvpe ol 
project due, in part, to the fact that reservoir stora 
chargeable to the new lands 


e costs are not 


, 


G. REPAYMENT 


The alternate plan is financially feasible and can be repaid unde: 
the provisions of the reclamation law with water charges which are 
well within the repayment capacity of the water users and with reason- 
able charges for drainage and power. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. The Department of the Interior should make a study and prepare 
a report on the alternate plan as soon as practicable, utilizing as fully 
as practicable the assistance that could be provided by representative 
local interests. 

2. The investigation should include the initiation as soon as possible 
of a study including field tests and geological surveys to determine 
the probable yield from ground-water pumping, its cost, its effect on 
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SO et flows and the probable drainage benefits to- 
StU Ol availal le supplies which can be pumped from 
{ 5 e Rive 


The investigation should include an examination of maintenance 
r the alternate plan because these costs are 
rility of the project if it is to be constructed 
Unde recilamMatlon 
The investigation should be broad in scope; consider fully the 
ultimate needs of the entire area; the sources of water therefor; and 


utilize existing data from public and private sources so as to avoid 
duplication of costs. 


A. PROJECT PLAN 


The alternate plan, a drainage and irrigation project, proposes that 
certain amounts of water presently used in the Boise Valley below 
Boise be exchanged for supplies from substitute sources thereby per- 
mitting an annual average diversion of 540,000 acre-feet from the 


south fork of the Boise River to irrigate 111,000 acres of land on the 
Long Tom division near Mountain Home. The replacement would be 
accomplished by pumping an average of 150,000 acre-feet annually 
via Deer Flat Reservoir from Snake River near Marsing Bridge and by 
pumping from an estimated 450 wells to be installed adjacent to the 
existing main canals in the Boise Valley The wells would provide 
urgently needed drainage and lower the water table 116 or 5 feet under 
approximately 225,000 acres in the Boise Valley. The water pumped 
from Snake River would also serve by exchange to irrigate 12,000 
acres in the proposed Hillcrest division. 

The principal project features described in more detail in sub- 
sequent paragraphs may be summarized as follows: 
a) Boise Valley drainage wells 
b) Deer Flat pumping and generating plant 
c) Features of the Hillcrest division 
/) Features of the Long Tom division 
(e) Canyon Creek powerplant 
(f) Lueky Peak powerplant 


( 


j] 


(a) Boise Valley drainage wells 
The report suggests installation of 450 drainage wells by drilling 
them at intervals of approximately one quarter of a mile, adjacent to 
each of the main supply canals below the Boise diversion dam. The 
ivered ji ‘anals for reuse. Tl lls would 
water would be delivered into canals for reuse. The wells woul 
have an estimated capacity each of 2 second-feet and an average 
di pth of 60 feet. 
S] 1 the development of ground water interfere with presently used return 
additional wells will be supplied at the critical points to insure no impair- 


the report states. 
{ h Di er Flat pum ni? q and de le rating plant 


The report gives this information on the Deer Flat plant: 


The supplementary supply from the Snake River, by pumping into Deer Flat, 
would be accomplished by a plant located on the river near the Marsing Bridge 
and delivered through a penstock into Deer Flat Reservoir. There is ample 
flo Snake River at this site at all times to furnish the amount required without 


interfering with any water rights below. 
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This plant would be designed as a pi rati plant 
whereby water would be pumped into t reservoir dur ik g yn 
periods and additional power generated by runni water ou f the res ir 
back through the pump-generator plant to develop on-peak power. Preliminary 
studies have indicated that considerable savi Al | f pump- 
ing plant over a str ht pumy peration and the advantages far outweigh 
the increased cost of t] tallatior Over the past 56-vear period it has been 
found that the plant would need to operate in 29 vears out of the last 56, with 
partial operation for a few years and for the remaining years W { not be needed 
at all. 

The study of the use of the combination pumping-generating plant of a 
preliminary nature, and time has not permitted refinement of the preliminary 


estimate, 
(c) Features of the Hillerest division 


The map in the Sloan report shows that project works for the 
Hillcrest division would be a diversion dam or pumping structure on 
the Boise River below Lucky Peak Dam, a main canal, a lateral sys- 
tem, and a drainage system all estimated to cost $1,500,000 at March 
1953 prices. The Bureau report (H. Doc. 473, vol. I], 8lst Cong., 
pp. 243 and 244), from which Mr. Sloan takes his basic estimates, 
shows drainage costs estimated at $25 per acre of irrigable land and 
lateral-system costs estimated at $50 per acre. On this basis drainage 
and lateral systems would cost $900,000 for the Hillerest division, 
leaving $600,000 for the main canal and the diversion structure. 
(Also see footnote 3. table IT] 


(d) Features of the Long Tom division 


The Sloan report states that project works and costs for the Long 
Tom division are the same as in the Bureau report 


except for proportionate increases in the Long Tom division, due to the slight 
increase in acreage. 


The following description of project works for the Long Tom division 
is given on page 244 of House Document 473, 81st Congress (vol. II): 


DIVERSION Dam on BotseE RIVER 


Water for the Long Tom division would be diverted from the south fork of 
the Boise River at a point about 5 miles downstream from Anderson Ranch Dam, 
an earthfill structure in the final stages of construction by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to provide storage for the Boise project and also to produce hydroelectric 
power. The diversion dam would consist of a hollow, reinforced concrete over- 
flow section 300 feet long, rising 30 feet above stream bed, and 2 slab-and-buttress 
nonoverflow sections with total length of 125 feet, rising 45 feet above stream bed. 
The total estimated cost is $1,943,000 


LONG TOM TUNNEL 


Diversions from the south fork would be made into the Long Tom tunnel from 
the pool above the diversion dam. This tunnel would have a capacity of 2,000 
cubic feet per second and would be 15 feet in diameter and about 7.2 miles in 
length. The tunnel would discharge into Long Tom Creek just above its con- 
fluence with Canyon Creek. The creek channels would be used to deliver water 
to the project area. The estimated cost of the tunnel is $17,479,000. 


CANYON CREEK DIVERSION DAM 


Diversion from Canyon Creek to the project lands would be made at a point 6 
miles below the tunnel outlet The diversion dam would consist of a concrete 
nonoverflow structure, 20 feet in height and 150 feet long, with an estimated cost 
of $175,000. 
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M MAIN ( I I M 
\ | Id ext lin bot liy tions from the 
Ca ( I nA ( I lit two 
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j i | 11\ a it $2,625,000 
] 4 
( Ca jon ¢ ef ( 
The Cat C Dor lant ld reauire the following project 
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ik 
‘ able head between the outlet of 

Long om tunnel and the Mountain Home area 
Diversion dat Gravity ection, 55 feet high, 136-foot crest 
lengt] 


features to utilize 185 fe of 


Diversion canal 2 miles long. 


Steel penstock: 1,600 feet long, 15 feet in diameter. 
Powerplant 23,000 kilowatts. 
f) I jy Peak power; 
Powerplant: 48,000 kilowatts, 220 average head. On this subject 


the report states 


| Pra 1) } \y . ] 
lL) | ) i | f 1054 Mm 4 
} ¢ i be adde ut ¢ 
| i t a 

| ( | l i it a 48,000 itt 
i! i ) an | I ut t 250,000,000 wa our t an avera head of 
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B. LANDS TO BE SERVED 


The lands considered for irrigation in the Sloan plan are as follows: 


i 


Lone Ton { IS}]O imedia V1 tv of Miountain Home 7 111, 000 
Hillcrest div 12, 000 
Total 123, 000 


The lands to be irrigated under the alternate plan in the Long Tom 
division in the vicinity of Mountain Home, Idaho, would be lands 
located in a much more compact area than proposed by the Bureau 

The map in Mr. Sloan’s report excludes much of the northwestern 
part of the Bureau’s suggested Long Tom division and includes more 
land east and north of the air base. These latter lands are less 
desirable for irrigation, according to land classification studies, than 
those included by the Bureau. In developing a final plan considerable 
care should be exercised to select the better lands for inclusion in the 
project. 

The lands to be irrigated in the proposed Hillcrest division are 
located on the bench lands a few miles south of Boise, Idaho. The 
remaining part (60,000 acres) of the Hillerest division as originally 
proposed in the Bureau plan would not be irrigated, according to the 
alternate plan . 
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The bulk of the lands to be ss rved by the alternate plan are classes 


wut their ability to 


e nO question a 


{ 
' 
1h¢ 


1 and 2, and there appears to | 
sustain irrigated agriculture. T 

are for the most part included in the lands proposed to be served by 
the Bureau plan. <A detailed lands classification has been made, the 
results of which are set forth in the Bureau’s report of May 18, 1949 
entitled ‘“‘Payette Division’? (H. Doc. 437, Sist Cong 


} l | 
lands included in the Sloan plan 


No attempt is made here to analyze the engineeru feasibility of 


i 
the drainage improvements which are proposed as a part of thi 
Sloan plan, nor to estimate the area that might be affected Dy th 
drainage-well installations. The alternate plan contemplates. th 
installation of 150 drainage wells with an average depth of H0 teet and 
an estimated capacity of 2 second-feet pel well It is anticipated 
these wells would lower the water table betwee 1 4 and o feet ove! 


225,000 acres of land The report of March 17. 1953. states that by 

drilling the wells at intervals of about one-quarter of a mile adjacent 

to each of the main supply canals below the Boise diversion dam all 
] ] 


of the water pumped from the wells can be delivered into the existing 


i 


canals for reuse It is proposed to substitute this developed wate! 
for that now used, thus making an equivalent amount available 
higher up on the Boise River to irrigate new lands. The alternate 
plan also contemplates that should these wells interfere with presently 


used return flows in certain areas then additional wells will be so 


placed as to supply these needs and insure no encroachment on 
existing water rights 


C. WATER REQUIREMENTS 


Water, not land, is the limiting factor in the possible development 
of the Mountain Home irrigation project. Therefore, it is necessary 
to consider in detail the water supplies that are available. First 
however, an examination must be made of the unit water requirements 
on which the total water requirements are based 


Annual water requirements for the alternate plan are estimated on 


the basis of a unit net diversion requirement of 4.85 acre-feet p 
acre. The amounts involved would be as follows 
{ 
Long Tom division 538. 350 
Hillerest division 58. 200 
Total 596, 550 


Annual water requirements are, therefore, about 600,000 acre-feet 
divided for preliminary study purposes as follows 


1 
Long Tom division 540. 000 
Hillerest division 60. 000 


The total water requirement (600,000 acre-feet) for the 123,000 
acres in the Sloan plan would be in addition to the 1,500,000 acre-feet 
now required by the 310,000 acres presently being irrigated in the 
Boise Valley. Construction of the Sloan alternate project would 
ultimately raise total water requirements to 2,100,000 acre-feet 
annually for the irrigation of a new total of 433,000 acres in the Boise 
Valley and Mountain Home areas. 

The irrigation water requirement is the sum of the crop use and 
water losses. Estimates with respect to several factors are involved, 
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Phe 4.85 acre-feet per acre annually in the Sloan re port was com- 


puted as follows 


At feet 

per acre 

( \ Ise . 2U 
( i 1 | ai losse ind wa 1. 90 
D tion from the land 75 
| il 185 


The Sloan report on the first page refers to the rate of 2.20 acre-feet 
per acre as an estimate of consumptive use by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. The two estimates apparently agree on this factor. The other 
factors in Mr. Sloan’s computation are explained in his report as 


follow S 


| figure of 4.85 acre-feet per acre is identical with the average diversions of 
Boise R r natural stream flow over the last 10 vears 

rhe f re of 1.90 acre-feet per acre for main canal and lateral losses and surface 
W e is 40 pereent of the diversion requirement. teports of water used on the 


Boise reclamation project show an average amount of about 25 percent for canal 


and lateral losses Surface waste has not been determined, but the balance of 15 
percent for surface waste is a larger amount than is usually considered allowable 
with efficient distribution of the supply 

The figure of 0.75 acre-foot for deep percolation losses is based upon experi- 
ments conducted by the Department of Agriculture on Idaho irrigated lands in 
1913 and 1914, and is a much larger amount than has frequently been used by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in estimating the water requirements on many other 
projects. 

The assumption that the average annual requirement in the Boise 
Valley (4.85 acre-feet) is applicable to the Mlountain Home area is not 
necessarily valid because the two areas are not altogether comparable. 
In the Boise Valley there is a much better opportunity to redivert and 





competent Ours oO ( Uf B ( ] ore ‘ th iO! 
considerations. | n nel ad to hy j he I re rel L <¢ 
acre-feet per acl nh opti { estima 
\ difference in total ment of 67,650 a 

volved on the basis of the differet in the unit 1 lirement « 
acre-loot per acre between the Sloan plan and the Bureau lan 
could mean based o1 the sam { sup V) areduction i! 
ect acreage of about 12.500 acres ould the B estimate ¢ 
diversion requirement of 5.4 aer t per acre later prove to bi 


accurate 


ior t} 


O.0U00 aer ee I 


th 
s which has been fi 


The total water supply 
would be deve loped as follow : 


OL of 


] 


CCOTE LO Sion 


data on reservol operation Stud 


i¢ 
hy 
} R45 
) 55 
{ os 


he alternate plan 
report and the 
irmished to me: 


Total supply in average vears i feet 
Source (a): Fror r¢ | irplus flows B Ri 225, 000 
Sources Boise River water replaced by pumping sal ground 

iter 225. 000 
Source (« Boise River water r la j Q River 
water via Deer Flat Reser I 150. C00 
Total 600, COO 
UPPLY (BY DIVISION 

The average annual water supply by divisions would be as $ Acre-feet 
Long Tom divisio1 540, 0CO 
Hillerest division 60. 0CO 

For the Long Tom division; The average annual water supply for the Long 
Tom division (diversion of 540,000 acre-feet through Lo Tom tunnel) would be 
furnished by exchange under the alternate plan from the following sources: 
Acre-feet 

Presently unused Boise River flows 225, 000 

Boise River water replaced from Snake River via Deer Flat Reservoir 90, 000 

Boise River water replaced by salvaged ground water 225, 000 

Total Long Tom divisior 540, 000 
For the Hillcrest division: The average annual water supply for the Hillcrest 
division under the alternate plan would be provided from Boise River water 
replaced with Snake River water via pumping into Deer Flat Reservoir. The 
amounts involved would be as follows: 
Acre-feet 


Total pumped from Snake River 
Replacement of Boise River water used for Long Tom division 


Total available for replacement of Boise River water used for 
Hillcrest division 


150 
90 


60 


000 
000 


, 000 








10 MOUNTAIN OM IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE PROJECT 


The following paragraphs : a discussion of the three sources of 
\ 2 Ave at's Which compris thie total water supply iol 
F ) #] n the | se River 
Phe B f R mn report (p. 237, TL. Doe. 473, 81 
CoO | Ll, n sured l pst! m om th il 
Oo 
t 1} ( River 
ere: 
\ 1 , 
vi ) po ) ) 
| i 95 OOD 
! Pea \ I 
i 
) a | ' 
hou ) noted th fl Bureau's dan OF operation only 
>) a el of thre ,UOU aere et of surplus fiows 1 to be 
uti ed as contrasted to a us f 225.000 acre-feet in th allernate 
D 7] Bin ( eS 
) 
would | I} ( p Sib ( } 
| I 
An important factor in making use of the 130,000 acre-feet accord 
ng to the Bureau hat surplus flows could be effectively compl 
mented by a ersion Ol ‘avett niver watel STOraa'e in Lucky 
Pe Reservo which is ) inder construction for flood control, 
was not consice Lin ti 3 iu 1d\ apparent it appeal t | { 
ae OU a Lee i sul lus flo = ( nt mace Sent] On thre averaAce 
\ ho (| ( en ol hot storage reservolrs 1 | ea 
requirements a 1h V ext ve pumping of Boi Valley ground 
er and pumping of Snake River watet The irrigation capacity 
of the reservoir syste! neludinge Lucky Peak, is equal to 1,125,000 
reel The capa it of Anderson Ranch Res rvor for irrigation 
Is assumed at 400,000 acre-fer Reservou operation studies fur 
I hed to. e show that 540,000 acre-feet annually on an averave can 
be diverted into Long Tom tunnel to meet irrigation requirements 


} ‘ ] ] | > 
except in periods s ch as existed in August and september 1931. 


The Sloan report calls attention to this statement on page 239 of the 


Bureau report (H. Doe. 437, Sist Cone 

R i ftheS I f B R ! Anderson R Rese vir 
\ {1 permit a iverage ivel f 540,000 acre-feet annually to the Long 
l 1 t I | 


Reservoir-operation studies show there would be a deficiency of 
51,000 acre-feet in August of a year like 1930-31 with a deficiency the 
next month of 53,000 acre-feet for September of the same year. For 
\ugust that would mean a deficiency equal to 46 percent of the 
irrigation draft (estimated at 111,000 acre-feet), and for September 
it would mean a deficiency equal to 85 percent in the irrigation draft 
estimated at 62,000 acre-feet It is probable with careful use of 
the water, starting early in the irrigation season, that these shortages 
could be spread out over the 7-month irrigation period and thereby 
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prevent a complete loss of crops \ Bureau report seems to expect 
the same type of shortage on the average of once in 25 vears which 
would not affect seriously the repayment of project ¢ s which is the 
best measure of permissible irrigation shortages 
The adequacy of a water supply for an irrigation project must be 
measured In terms of conditions duri the ¢l al ary pe od The 
adequacy of water supply in the critical period fo he alternate plan 
is not «de pend ht on irplus Boise River flows, and a lengthy discus- 
sion of the amount of usable surplus flo eX DD : Ss mpi 
is relatively unimportant in this case beca here were practically 
ho surplus flows ava lable 1) thie entre riod LOY2ZS 5 \loreove! 
surplus flows were not relied upon as a source of firm supply in the 
reservoir operation studies furnished ) ns of the Sloan 
report It is concluded that surplus flow ou a cannot bi 
considered as a source ontributin to a firm wate supply for this 
project 
Operation studies show that 00,000 aere-Teet of pumping from 
both “pump sources”’ would 1) required eve Mr 6durme drv 
periods. For instance, there would be 300,000 acre-feet of pumping 
each vear for the pe riod 1928 5 ‘or purpos of analvsis, ther fore 
a firm wate! upph should be examined on tl} Dasis of sources as 
listed in the following t lation 
‘I 
~ ] ‘) 
~ R | 
} mi) 
~/ ] ‘ \ | 
I | mw) Oo) ) 
The adequacy of tl Wile supp] for tl alternat plan, therefor 
Cnn oO l\ ly ( Lermined | ! | ~ ( ( ( \ itlabil 
of ground water and availabilit of Sna River water discussed 
below as sources (6) and 
| C‘an an n< t as ] } OO OOO eet of cround 
water be pumpec the Bots ( ( ( na t 
exchanged for Boise River natural flo storage releases? 
Pour h 
2) Can an amouw is high a OU Of i t of water be 
pumped from the Snake Rive 2 \] Brid each vear 
and be etfectivel <changed for Boiss LIVE natural flow or 
torage releases and if so what woul Cost pump. ; 


source (¢ 


Source (b)\—Boise Rive ( ( ed } qed vind 
wat 
This is the source over which tl l| most « te b 
the supply is underground; it is not } meas and it is a soures 


) 

which has been , som espects, Oo Oo i \ reclamath 
rm ‘ 

development rh po 


the land and e ce 
Mr. Sloan also declares 
Lhe ) i i 
dat in If 





Z ‘ AND | 
) | h l Lil quanti I 1 I 
| _ 1 XS a L¢ | t ot w { IS 
) \ ‘vy land \nnual 
" | 1h¢ Ot » ‘}( 1¢ | 
) } tL p i bal; « | 
“ 
‘ 1 { 1 
| i S mr te I ound ate! 
C ) het oO Ci ¢ ) 4 ! oul in- 
' 
( I | (| tu 1 flo 0 napnp irs 
1 af } . 
to t l ! « ‘i 0 eCAU | rey th Ss 
On report hich ¢ san estimate ol} na lel t can be 
' ed”? sD { ( 1 N. Car nd is dated January 
MN | isSal the app LO DU of Reclama- 
'»> ’ | 
tr I « t entl ed ise i\ l In ( ] i Id D\ R. 
R d John A. Ku dated Ay 136 Cat mem n- 
4 . ‘ \ . 1 > 
d lI CO Les th: lI Lib \ pa \I l¢ I Ot the Bo 3e 
\ ) hy Piones ( ( 1 the tril \ rea, t Carter 
I lorand 
In Mr. Carter’s analvsis he says that other valley areas, notably the 
or lly lands along the river bottom, are favorable for pumpmg 
with a consequent draina DO] { 
oO adevi op this sour Ol “lel t| » Sloan report proposes 
} ) ( 0) t 
7 | , ’ “ot ’ tid for t} alternat lk | } { 
he reservoir-operation studies for the alternate pian show that 1.040 
; ; Sin ] | 
e pumpimege capacity vould pe operated during 


second-feet ol drainag 
the summer as req ured for irrigation by the follow me schedule: 


Day I] Dratnace vumn 


1 with 450 wells (the number 


aeman 
would require an average of about 2.3 


The peak drainage pumping 


included in 
second-feet in order to produce 


( 
i the cost estimate 


1.040 second-foot capacit Vy. 
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Th eld per well is 1 
wells neal Not is } I ) ) ; ¢ \1 
the United States D (ericultur 
in the short water vear of 1! und thi ( { 
district No t, Canvon Count at thi t le reported ) 
well pumping project in the Boise Vall 
number and capacity of tl to 
study Such a@ program oul | vide a meat to el mot t! 
oughly the estimate lant ial St Or groul l 
the Sloan report is based on 450 wells 

lt ippears probably. { pin n tl nt of 500,001 
feet annually each d ) accomplis!} 
records and computations o turn flows. Howe litional 
may have to be installed and a lditional pumpu mig! 
to offset the effect on pre sently re sabl ret rn flow Ln appre bhi 
increase in the numbe ot \ lls ind in pumptl VV ld heh \ aA I 
effect on feasibility of t] sioan plan There is also the que on ol 
the number of wells neede for water supplv as compared to the number 
needed for draina re Ol ly . 

Krom the information available it appears there is no question 
concerning the quality of ite rirrication p OS t| ould b 
developed from ground-water sources In a mo! letailed wily this 
question should be invest ted further 
Souwree Cc Boise R mat replaced Any pu ni 7» rh Ri rf 

ia Deer Flat Res ° 

The third source of water for the alternate plan would be obtained 
by using Boise River water upstream and replacing it downstream with 
Snake River water pumped via Deer Flat Reserve he supple- 
mentary supply io! the Snake River via D r Flat Reservoir woul 
be accomplished by a combination pumpmg and heratin lant to 
be located on Snake River near the Marsinge Bride (mounts 


pumped would vary from zero 1n son vears to & Maximum of 10.000 
acre-feet in dry vears. 


In median water vears 150,000 acre-feet can be pumped through the 
assumed 450 second-foot capacity plant in about 5 months or 4.000 
{ } 


hours. In dry vears the 300,000 acre-feet of pumping would require 
about 1] , . 

No interference with existing vater rights Is anticipati lin pum 
300,000 acre-feet from the Snake River at Marsing Br e ven In 
dry years, such as 1931, if the p imping rate does not exceed 1,000 
cubic feet per second. 


months or 8,000 hours. 


E. COST OF PROJECT WORKS 
Capital costs 
The estimated capital cost of the works in the alternate plan, based 


on the cost index for Mare h 1953, Is computed by) \{r. Sloan As set 


forth in table III. 
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t I 
j M 3 
( 
119, OO 
) 
On 0 
{ 00 
$53 ) 


no plants appear to be low 


Whe costs for pr ray pla ts ana pumping 
omparison with Reclamation Bureau costs for similar construction 
lowe he estimates mn the re port al apparently based on ~open- 
pe’? construction of these plants. It may be desirable to 
} he Bure: prepare estimates for this type of structure u the 
Oo ‘ >be held to a minimum and this tvpe of design is found to be 
Y 
0’ ceme 
| } \ () ‘ Y 
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It is noted that the latest Sloan estimate on operation, maintenance 


, 
and replacement costs includes items taken fro1 table 15 page 248. 
House Document 473. Sist Congress (vol. II Those costs were 
based on Bureau of Reclamation proeedure which ha nee been 


modified by an “advance supplement to the Reclamation Mam al 


dated September 28, 1951 It revised the procedurs n order to make 
a more up-to-date long-term projection Of Operation and Maintenance 
costs. The procedure had beeh approved hn thre \ugus eo, iv 

report of the Federal Interagency River Basin Committe It 
establishes new standards for costs which are tied to the estimated 


long-term cost index (180) of the Eneineerine News Recor 1O29 
LOO 


As a result of the revision. all fou operation and maintenance 
estimates from table 1D of the Bure; | report mam increased by 58 
percent to bring them to an index of 180 (193! O00 Replace- 
ment costs are increased 15 percent on the same bas as increases 
made by Ir. Sloan for capital costs Corrections are hereinafter 
made in the estimate of project benefits to make the costs and benefits 
comparable. Nir Sloan's estimates ol operation namtenance, a d 
replacement have been accepted as adequate except as mdi ated | 
footnote in the table The latest estimates for operation. mainte- 
nance, and replacement costs are shown in the foregoing table I\ 
Transmission and Pp pause j f } if n ee 

As shown on page ll and 12 of Mr. Sloar repo he alte 
plan proposes that the Idaho Power Co. “whe ower to the various 
points of use. The company would receive pa t in te 
energy and therefore transmission and power distribution costs 
already ineluded in othe yroreet costs Trans ssion facilities are 
pre sentlhy available except for minor changes It is verb Vv reporte 
that the cost of “whee ! is based on figures w e consist 
vith charees Sel forth Wm a contract now ih ¢ leet between thre Idaho 
Power Co. and the Bureau of Reclamation 

The Lueky Peak power would be nerated () es of one 
of the company’s major load cent S he power would be generated 
at a time when the company is confronted with meetmeg the irrigation 
pumping load n this report no examiibatLo! ha een made ob the 
proposed power distribution charges in terms of ene to si L the 
are fau and equitable A nied analvsis OF these costs and trans- 
mission charges should be made in any final stu | ( 
plan. The cost of produc th) 16.00 yf) tlowat « , 
energy ina median vear is estimated to bi t S42 annual or 1.07 
mills per kilowatt-hout 

FEF. ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION 
C'ost allocation 

Of the $54.049.000 total cost for the alter yen] $52. 369.000 
or 96.6 percent Is : llocat to irrigation The alloeation to irrigat 
includes the cost of drainage facilities in the Boise Vall s1.6S0,000 
or 3.4 percent is allocated to commercial po | S iattel mount 
represents 28 percent ol the co Oo} suc Pea pow facilities, 

In explanation of the allocation to comi wer, the report 


of March 17, 19538, points out that all of the output of Canvon Creek 








It »>SHOW nat Ih a ¢ \ i 
| P wwerplant is 1 ed 101 
7 ( 3 loca ) ition 
( rie n { Ss Th ssary to compare 
! ) O in ) h pro t ben son tl Same 
Although that such a comparison is not 
t | st by which the economic 
pro ! meas rT benefit must be reatel 
iy byt ives ability to repay It isa 
) mn On) 
( 1O } mis not ( l 
1 ] of NI we 1. To « TTL PIE fully W h yout 
ree fM | VF | | dete qd economic yustificatior 
} : hy; oO try 
i B of Reclamation in determinine annual costs uses a 
of the useful of the major featut or 100 vears, whicheve1 
t} with interest mputed at the rate of 214 percent Such 
ror re h een TO \ n this analysis Also in this estimate 
} ( bine } ) ryvors fre lt ad CONn- 
Cc i! S thy | ! Ons Sn COSTS 
The annual costa ed in the following table 
E { 
I 
( s 
of 
I 
Irrigation benefits for tl] acreage to be irrigated under the alter- 
nate plan have been computed in direct proportion to the estimates 
mad for the lar rer acreage in the Bureau plan LH Doe. isi. Sist 
Con The irrigation benefits, computed in the Bureau report 
on the 1939-44 price index, have been adjusted to the 215 lone-term 
index (1946—-50= 100 (nnual irrigation benefits were estimated 
by the Bureau of Reclamation following an extensive study of the 
agricultural economy of the area. The results of that study are 


~ ’ Q7f 


published in House Document 437, Slst Congress, pages 251-275. 
The chapter Agricultural Economy contains sections on The Market 
Outlook, Anticipated Farm Commodity Prices, Domestic Water 
Problems, Present and Anticipated Land Use, and Representative 
Farm Units. No additional stuay was made for this report. 
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For the 192,000 acres the annual ine n net rm. income 1s 
estimated at SO.17 »XOUU per \ Pe th Bu au report TI amount 
estimated for hired farm labor and the interest to Le m 
capital : not included in the $6,176,000. IT an formed t! th 
Bureau in its latest pro {ure do not no | f < f na 
determination of direct benefit They w e] H. Dos 
137 Slist Con Ih 1¢ He eT 1! ) l S ( the 
192,000 acres (Bureau plan) are estimated at $ 75,000 annually 
The proportionate estims: e of direct irrigation. benetits for the lands 
to be irrigated under’ the alternate plan is $3,956,400 annuall 
based on conditions for the 1939-44 period When the adjustment 
is made to the 215 price level in accordance with the procedure agreed 
upon by the Benefits-Cost Subcommittee of the Federal Interagency 
River Basin Committee, the direct irrigation benefits for the alter 
nate pli n are $5,934,000. 

The indirect irrigation benefits arising from the processing, handling 
and distribution of farm products are estimate I e 192,000 acres 
of land at $5,914,000 pr Ve ‘in the Bureau repo The proportion- 
ate estimate ot indatrect enefits for the 123,000 cres of land is 
$3,788,600 per vear on the 1939-44 price level. Estimates of mdirect 
benefits arising from increased purchases are not rhe lude i. When 
adjusted to the 215 price le vel, m accordance with the recommenda- 


tions of the subcommittee on benefits and costs, the annual indirect 


irrigation benefits are estimated at $5,682,900 for the alternate plan. 


Total irriqation benefits 


Therefore, the total annual irrigat on benefits fe the 123,000 acres 

‘ 4 } ‘ , } and a 1 
under the alternat pian are estimated at A] Ol 4 (th in accordance 
with the latest practices ¢ f the Federal a nd in reliance on a 


proportion between the Bureau plan and the alternate plan 


Inasmuch as there would be a delay Im reach th se annual 
benefits because of a 10-year development period the annual benefits 
have been reduced about 10 percent In orde to obtain the annual 
equivalent irrigation benefit as of the completion of construction. 
With this adjustment the annual equivalent ization benefit is 


corrected to S1L0.063 000 on the basis of a 10-vear development period. 
straight-line increase in benefits, 100 vear 
Total annual equivalent irrigation benefits on the basis of the fore- 


going amount are equal to about $S2 per acre 


Ss, an 


1 . 
{ 


No estimate has been made of drainage benefits Drainage costs, 
however, have been included. If drainage benefits are computed 
they would increase somewhat the ratio of benefits to costs herein- 
after described. 

Power benefits are computed on the basis of the value of the 


energy as measured by procurement from the cheapest alternative 
source. Kor purposes of this report it has been assumed that 4 mills 
per kilowatt-hour would represent that cost. Based on a median 


year, annual power benefits would equal 177,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
multiplied by 4 mills, or $708,000 each year. For purposes of this 
report, annual equivalent power benefits are considered equal to 
those for a median year or $708,000. No estimate of power benefits 
from the Deer Flat combination pumping and generating unit has 
been made. Some additional benefits could result from using the 
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venerating facilities in certain vears. The benefit-cost ratio would 


not be materially affected, so for purposes of this analysis the com- 
putation has been omitted 


j 


Total annual equivalent benefits 


Total annual equivale nt benefits for the alternate plan are equal, 


one 


therefore, to $10,063,000 plus $708,000, or a total of $10,771,000. 
benefit-cost ratio 


The ratio of annual equivalent benefits ($10,771,000) to annual 


costs ($2.269.644) is about 4.7 to 1 The high ratio of benefits to 
cost is due in part to the fact that no storage costs are charged against 
the land to be serves Also, the power costs do not include any cost 
of installations at Lucky Peak to provide for future power generation, 
or any of the joint costs of Lucky Peak Dam and Reservoir. On the 
other hand, as pointed out heretofore, no drainage benefits are 


included, which tends to compensate for the costs that have been 


omitted 
G. REPAYMENT 
Re paymel t abil fi/ 
The repayment of the costs of reclamation projects allocable to 
irrigation is based on the ‘‘abilitv of the water users to pav.”’ It is 
usually determined by a study of representative farm budgets and an 
analysis of economic conditions for the particul: r project and area 
The authority for repayment contracts, based on the ability to pay, is 


in the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 


The Bureau report (H. Doc. 437, 8ist Cong., p. 274) discusses 
th probabl earning capacities of d50-acre farms on different types 
of soil in the Mountain Home area and reaches certain conclusions 
concerning repayment abilitv, the value of water, and the des rable 
water charge The Bureau found that the maxtmum amounts 
remaining, available for annual payment of water charges, varies 
from $1,436 per farm on the more productive lands to $201 on the 
poorel quality lam s Th Bureau's findings which resulted In a 
reco! rmended Wwatel chara ol $5.25 per acre are summarized in 
the following tablk 
I Vi / 


' ] 
Wate? charcde 


The weighted avera repayment ability per acre is estimated in 
the Bureau report at $11.11 The average recommended water charae is 
OF Ok 2» $i > cad panied Wit! ' J] arial . t 7 

25 in the Bureau report ith a proposed variable repayment in 


accordance with repayment ability the charge for the poorer land 
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would be about $3 per acre, and the charge for the better lands would 
be approximately $7 per acre according to the Bureau plan 

When the adjustment in benefits is made to the 215 price level 
it can be assumed that repayment ability will increase m« P 
percent. In my report it has been assumed that the weighted average 
repayment abilitv per acre is increased from $11.11 to $16.66 

Three assumptions have been made for purposes of repayment 
analysis on the average annual Wwatlel charge pel wu a id th average 
annual drainage charge per acre. The power rate was assumed to be 
$ mills per kilowatt-hour. The results of the varyvin 
seen in the following table 
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The aforementioned repavment pians B and C show that the project 
is financially feasible. Water charges shown are well below. the 


recommended charge of $9.68 per acre for the north-side pumping 


division of the Minidoka project in Idaho. The lands under the 
alternate plan should have a higher repayment capacity than those 
in the north side pumping division because of lower elevation and 
longer growing season. (See H. Doc. 721, SIst Cong., November 27, 
1950, for details on north side pumping division. 

The water charge of $8.50 per acre is 50 percent of the estimated 
average repayment ability of $16.66 per acre It is reported that 
current Bureau of Reclamation practice is to set water prices as high 
as 75 percent of repayment ability. Of course, detailed studies of 
“ability to pay’’ should be made before a final water charge is set 

Under reclamation law, operation and maintenance costs would 
be the minimum charge for water. Table VIL shows water charges of 
$7 per acre and above, which would bring revenues well in excess of 
the operation amd maintenance costs of $840,747 annually. 

It is of interest to note that the project repayment can meet the 
repayment period limitation of 50 vears specified in Bureau of the 
Budget Circular No. A-47, dated December 31, 1952. 








‘| ra) ATN ( GATION AND MRAINAG] PROJECT 
) yheut LO that » subs | irom MILSICGe 
‘ ( ( | mh la this compares to 
\ P , ylan y DO I i) ( 173.8 t 
( ‘ ) Phe pavinl nt p ns assume 
tl cl e to irrigation shall be repaid with 
( s I ce I h th eneral provision of eclam ition 
v (act of J 7,19 mi itory thereto Repavme! 
s bi han comp: )| ojects because no allocation was made for 
power us 1 the repayment plan for the Army Engineer’s 
( -eak Dam 
| los should | oO Ol th 1 the alternate plan Involves 
2 cha ( ti its this requires shifting the points of 
qaiversion ana provi that substitut supplies can bi provided equally 
sat tory as to quantit quality, and time In estimating a ‘‘con- 
Lion p od” it would be ell to allow some time for these difficult 
ne ‘iations prior to the beginning of construction 
[t is my opinion that the foregoing report answers your request of 


“a A, { { 
larch 2 1953 Your letter of Mareh 23, 1953, Mr. Sloan’s re port of 


March 17, 1953, and the res rvolr-operation studies furnished to me 


are attached for ready referenc 


James K. Carr, Civil Engineer, 
tant on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 

l } ited States House oT Represe nt wtive S. 











[DwAT \ir. CaRI lt 1 rda ’ 
enclosed the modified rep \\ ; 7 \ : 
nate plan for develop \ | 
ated if vou would analy s7 i ! t 
concernil the projects fea ) I i s l 
may care tO Make. 

Che irrigation of the Mountain Home desert is of s reat importal 
people of Idaho ard to the Nation that I am anxious thor | x t 
plan for its accomplishment Chis pa ilar proposa found to be fea 
would also correct the very serious drainage problem i B Vall Harlier 
plans to irrigate the Mountain Home Desert have been so costly as not to have 
the support of the potential irrigators and have not been reported favorably to 
the Congress bv the intereste d Federal veni¢ t reaso { 1 im 
hopeful that some less expe! sive plan can be found to put these fertile lands ur I 
irrigation, 

In submitting this modified plan to vou for review lersta at 
you can report on it without a great deal of additional I The analvsis pre- 
viously submitted to me in response to my request of December 31 regarding M1 
Sloan’s November report appeared to be so nearly complete as to lead me to it 





conclusion. Perhaps vou will be able to report on this modified proposal without 
repeating all the computations you have previously mad 

In supplying this information to me please feel free to call upon my staff for 
assistance in order that the staff of the Interior ard Insular Affairs Committee 
is not unduly burdened. 


It is my intention, on the basis of the preliminary analvsis w h vou hav ive! 
me, and which indicates that the plan merits further study, to submit this pro- 
posal to the Secretary of the Interior for investigation of features upon w 1 
further knowledge should be had before a final conclusion is reached as to feasibil- 
ity. Ishall inform the Secretary that vour engineering report will be made avail- 


able to him when you have had an opportunity to complete vour review 
Please advise me if there is at V objection to the above r if ti I 
ments by Chairman A. L. Miller of the Interior and Insular 
which whould make it impossible for you to comply with my 1 
Sincerely yours, 





Hamer H. Bupar, 
Ve moe of Conar s. 
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\ LTERNATI LA FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF MOUNTAIN 
Hla) 1} PPC) yt | 1] LHO 
| \W S16 
) 315,009 a | ped 
B \ wn is I pa t) yne seri \ 
1 ut 
i \ Kt Rese orage and t of 
fa | i i ws firmed t iter 
i i if a pro i e Of Wate ! ( ull 
| | rdded ' ed lraina i 
i i BY rre itt ( is reached i i US 
| | i i ira 4 (11 ict tlhe i ure 
\ ) { i | iter recovered | lrainagze fa es 
i ised 4 vad 11a i 
A} ere proposed, as ana nate to it heretofore proposed by the 
| {Sta | { he wmatio offers a sol mn for that ptoble by 
t 400 dra I an a ra depth of 60 f 1 1 al 
: 2 | ) ve A total of 225,000 acre ( f water 
\ be eloped | | these wells for a period of 125 days eacl 
\ | {-\\ ‘ levelor ‘ S00.000 aere-feet 1 be 
( i 1 ul 1 ear | extend the pumping season to 166 da 
l tra ( round iter hnould tower the wate table betwee 
| 1 feet over 225,000 acres of land 
An average of 1,800,000 acre-feet of water is being diverted annually from the 
| wctual consumptive vhich j ( ite 
i 1a eq rea fhe ps il rhe¢ il has bet ated b thre 
| i ) « wna ( ute of 2.20 acre-feet pe vere or a total of 
GO3 O00 acre-fer re ( Phe balanee§ be ( upp and actual eed is 
OUD a i A ( ( asted ba ( ive or gore to 
2 ergro i T ( ( ry 1 alle land 
| P rd ¢ i if vater ppl is bee! ifficier to satisi Lil rop 
1 1 } 1 1 eva who LOSS and i the reat iIndergro nd 
! ( vl ind ( und still allow retur Ow waste low all 
| ! ea f 540.000 acre-fer according to past re yrds 
| I i al ad ) » tire nderground-water reservoir of more 
tha \ wre-Ler inderground reservoir has been filled to : 
p ‘ 
| ‘ ind p ) f drainage wells it is proposed to 
’ ( i aby 20 ( of e present contribution to ground wat 
\ ' locati rf ( shows that bv drilling the at intervals of 
ate Orne juarter OT a adyacetl to each of the mat supply canals 
} ( koise dive ? i ill of the water pumped from the wells can be 
1, | thy anals for r e 
3 ibs is developed water for that now used, an equivalent amount 
becomes available for diversion higher up on the Boise River for irrigation 
‘ lands Should the development of ground water interfere wit! presently 
eturn flow vdditional well ill be supplied at the critical points to insure 
, pa th yf ¢ isting l t 
it ot the intention to impair any exist vater right in the valley to the 
est ext The flexi ot the scheme ol develop ent here proposed 
W ake PpOssIDI to sure at no such impairment should develop 
| est ited cost for development of this underground water and the resulting 
drait e relief is S38.015.000. or about SLO per acre of presently developed land 
Phe rop il to drain the valle lands bv wells has been made before. and to 
date more than 100 wells have been constructed and are in operation some of 
them for more than 25 vears Sufficient information has been obtained to assure 








» of the land and the development of the proposed ( 





juantity 
‘tofore to universal drainage by pumping 


lhe proposa ‘reing proy ides that the cost 


drawback here 





pumping power 
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of pumping the wells shall be borne by the ne lands to | 1 | it the cost 


installation of the wells shall be borne the | ls in t BS Valley which are 
benefited by the draina 





UNITED STATES BUREAT OF RECLAMA ) ORIGI I . FO I} I IN rH! 
MOT OM ) 

In March of 1950 the Bureau teclamat ed a 1} ementaryv report cor 
taining a revised program for the development t \I tain Home roject, 
House Document No. 473 The plan provided the irrigation of 183,000 acres 
of land and the installatio oO I iroelect f tl ecapacit wore 
180,000 kilowatts in 3 powerplants os tania 
been devised for the irrigation of the remainder e Mounta Home e 


estimated to contain another 200.000 acres 








Briefly, that plan called for diver f Pavette Rive iter to the Boise River 
by utilization of the Casea le Reservoir, a diver ) lam me ‘. 1 rerr on the 
north fork of the Pavette River near Garde Va s na seri ti tunnels 
eanals, which included 2 powerplants to devel 120,000 ( tt At Garder 
Valley a reservor Wott Lhe ex mstr icted o 1 ( lt Ort I t P vette to etner} 
with a powerplant of 60,000-kilowatt capacit wd a dive tunnel 30 miles 
long, called the More’s Cr tunnel, to the Boise Rive idjacent to the Luel 
Peak Dam Bv this development a total of 990.000 ac wate vould be 
made available for use on the Mountain Home project. Of the total 183,000 net 
acres to be irrigated. 105.000 acres (La fom divisiot1 . ld be irrigated ' 
diversion from the south fork of the Boise River elow <A ler n Rane Dam 
thr ual a 7-mile tunnel to the Irrigat { area ll the Vicinit \lountain Hor 
The remalning acreage HH iC t livis Ol youd e 1T ited thr f , series O 
gravity canals and supplementary pumping plants diverting from the river at 
Lucky Peak Dam 

The total estimated construction cost of this pla was $253,.234.000. based or 
price prevailing in Of this tota ost. S] 170 OO i illocated to 
irri tion and the balance te power, flo id control, and fish and wildlife benefit 
Thus, an investment of $1,090 per acre would be re red to irrigate the unit It 
Was estimated that the water users on the project could repay $22,445,000 of this 
cost over a 50-vear period, and that th e of $177,250,000 1 to be 
returned to the project from other sources Of the net returns from power rev 
enues of ject, S99O.855.000 would be applied « t rr ition cost, 
another b of $77,395,000 to be returned No other 1 3 rrepavi this 
remaining balance of $77,395,000 has been suggested except the proposal that it 
paid out of some kind of a basinwide aecount h Ce I ' refused t 


approve 
The high cost of the United States Bureau of Reclamati Mountain Home 
project has precluded its approval to date by either the Bur 1 of the Budget or 
Congress Conse juer tly, search has been continuous] made for other alter- 
natives 
rH! ALTERNATI PLAN 


The alternate plan proposed herein provides for the development of 123,000 
acres on the Mountain Home project Chis total is made up of 111,000 acres on 
the Long Tom division (almost identical with the United States Bureau of Recla- 
mation acreage for that division) and only 12,000 acres of the proposed Hillcrest 
division. This plan can be accomplished without the diversion of any water 
from the Payette River watershed, thus eliminating all of the most expensive 
features of the original plan 

The attached map shows the locations of these acreages proposed to be irrigated 
and the general geography of the area There is also shown the new lands, the 
presently irrigated lands along the Boise River where drainage problems exist, 
other lands remaining for possible future irrigation, as well as the Deer Flat 
Reservoir and Snake River 

The reason for proposing diversion of Payette River water to the Mountain 
Home project, as in the original plan, was a shortage in water supply on the Boise 
River. It is believed that, by the elimination of the 60,000 acres of the original 
plan, sufficient water can be obtained from drainage pumping, supplemented as 
needed with Snake River water for the remaining 123,000 acres without recourse 
to diversion from the Payette River 

On page 237 of House Document No. 473, which is the Bureau’s report on the 
project, is the following paragraph 
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Che a rag innual | I f e B e River at the live! yn dam, ju 
ream fro1 he ci f Bo 1.755.000 acre-feet The average amount of 
iter required for e irrigation of Boise Valley lands, including present and 
emy ed reservoir operatio oO is 1,425,000 acre-feet Hence, there is an 
e of 330.000 acre-fe ! is flo annuallv in the Boise River Basin 
lor a median year preliminary wate1 suppl tudies show that 225,000 acre-fe 


} is can be regulated and ised when the Lucky Peak Reservoir, to be 
npleted in 1954, is ar 


( lded to and used with existing storage facilities on the 
ri Details of this study can be made available. In extreme dry years none 
of this surplus may be usable 


WATER REQUIREMENT 


The Long Tom division is well adapted for efficient use of water because of 
the compactness of the lands, and the relatively small mileage of canals and 
laterals required to serve the area, with resulting small canal and lateral losses 
In my opinion, a water requirement of 4.85 acre-feet per acre is sufficient for this 
project | have computed this as follows 


Acre-feet 

per acre 

Consumptive use 2. 20 
Canal and lateral losses and waste 1. 90 
Deep percolation from the land <te 
Total 4. 85 


This figure of 4.85 acre-feet per acre is identical with average diversions of Boise 
River natural stream flow over the last 10 years 

Che figure of 1.90 acre-feet per acre for main canal and lateral losses and surface 
waste Is 40 percent of the diversion requiren ent. Reports of water used on the 
Boise reclamation project show an average amount of about 25 percent for canal 
and lateral losses. Surface waste has not been determined, but the balance of 
15 percent for surface waste is a larger amount than is usually considered allow- 
able with efficient distribution of the supply 

Che figure of 0.75 acre-foot for deep percolation losses is based upon experi- 
ments conducted by the Department of Agriculture on Idaho irrigation lands in 
1913 and 1914, and is a much larger amount than has frequently been used by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in estimating the water requirements on many other 
projects. 

Chere will be required, therefore, for the 123,000 acres of land now proposed 
to be irrigated a total of 596,550 acre-feet or, in round numbers, 600,000 acre-feet. 
This required water supply can be realized in a median year by using 225,000 
acre-feet of the surplus in the Boise River, above referred to, by pumping 150,000 
acre-feet into Deer Flat Reservoir from Snake River, thus replacing an equal 
amount diverted from the Boise River, and by pumping 225,000 acre-feet from the 
underground water supplies in the Boise Valley and exchanging water for a like 
amount of new or developed water 

For all the above reasons I believe we are justified in using 4.85 acre-feet per 
acre as the water requirements under this plan, rather than a requirement figure 
of 5.4 used in past United States Bureau of Reclamation studies. 

The supplementary supply from the Snake River, by pumping into Deer Flat, 
would be accomplished by a plant located on the river neat the Marsing Bridge 
and delivered through a penstock into Deer Flat Reservoir. There is ample 
flow in Snake River at this site at all times to furnish the amount required without 
interfering with any water rights below. 

This plant would be designed as a combination pumping and generation plant 
whereby water would be pumped into the reservoir during offpeak generation 
periods and additional power generated by running water out of the reservoir 
back through the pump-generator plant to develop onpeak power. Preliminary 
studies have indicated that considerable saving can be made by this type of pump- 
ing plant over a straight pumping operation, and the advantages far outweigh 
the increased cost of the installation. Over the past 56-year period it has been 
found that the plant would need to operate in 29 vears out of the last 56, with 
partial operation for a few years, and for the remaining years would not be needed 
at all. 

The study of the use of the combination pumping-generating plant is of a pre- 
liminary nature, and time has not permitted refinement of the preliminary estimate. 

The data on this type of an installation are based on development work by the 
Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., as reported by Charles H. Spink in Power 
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“aw 
Engineering, October 1951. Tests by this compan S sx 
eal Francis tvpe, revers ble pur p turbines, Dullt Dy the Vaturt ir 
of 87 percent and a pump efficiency of 88 percent \ ( at i 
provided so that the water flow can be adjusted to the point « a 1 effici \ 
for each use. 

The tailwater elevation of the Snake River-Deer Flat p ped storage plant will 
be 2.180, and the headwater elevation will be 2,511, wit ! vater 1 Der 
Flat Reservoir, and 2,530 with the reservoir full Thus, the statie head ll 
vary from 331 to 360 feet. The plant or the river would be connected to the 
reservoir with approximately 5,800 feet of tunnel Che power input for pumping 
purposes will be approximately 15,000 kilowatts, and the power outp fo 
generation will be approximately 12,000 kilowatts 

The cost estimate of the plant based on an estimate prepared by the 
Jureau of Reclamation, about 1936, when they prepared an estimate on a p D 
ing plant on the Snake River to pump to the proper elevation and conduct the 
water to the reservoir in a canal. After making adjustments for different size 
and change in construction-cost index, it was det ined it a aight pump- 
ing plant would cost approximately $2,000,000. e add il cost to add the 





generating feature to this pumping plant was estimated to be $80 per 
of generating capacity ($25 per kilowatt addi 
turbine, $55 per kilowatt additional for penstock and tunnel over cost of a canal 
Thus, the total cost of $3,000,000 was determined 

The pumping plant will discharge 150,000 acre-feet in approximately 4,000 
hours, or about 544 months, which would be its normal operation in median 
water vears. In dry years more pumping would be required, and there would be 
less time available for generating power except as the capacity of the plant was 
increased, 





tio 








Studies have not as vet been completed as to the most economical size of 
pumping plant to be installed This problem is an economieal study, weighing the 
higher investment cost against the lower rates for offpeak power erreliminery 
study for power-generation deter mNnation Was bas ion the need in this area tor 
summer power for irrigation purposes. The study was based on being able t 
supply sufficient water to Deer Flat Reservoir so that in the onths of Julv and 
August approximately 43,400 acre-feet of water would be available for rele 
through the generating plant The study indicated that it \ tld require 70 davs 
of pumping to supply the above amount of water, and would require LS. 300.000 
kilowatt-hours. The water would be used in 62 days and w ld nerate 11,400,000 
kilowatt-hours. The loss of energv is 6,900,000 kilowatt-hours, or 37.8 percent 
of the input At this time of vear the water released thr h the Snake River 
Deer Flat plant would increas? the Snake River flows, w! tre below the flow 
required for maximum operation of downstream powerplants Therefore, anv 
thing that can be done to increase the river flow will increase the generetion at 
downstream plants. There would be considerable value in the use of the plant 
for generation on winter peaks. The studies on this winter peal neration have 


not been completed. 
ELECTRICAL ENERGY FOR PUMPIN( 


In a median vear the energy required for pumping by the various features of 
the alternate plan are as follows: 
Drainage pumping: 225,000 acre-feet, lifted 65 feet, at 82 kilowatt- A tt-hours 
hours per acre-foot 18, 400, 000 
Snake River to Deer Flat Reservoir: 150,000 acre-feet, lifted 337 
feet, at 428 kilowatt-hours per acre-foot 64, 000, 000 
To Hillerest Canal: 60,000 acre-feet, lifted 118 feet, at 150 kilowatt- 
hours per acre-foot 9, 000, 000 
Total energy requirements 91, 400, 000 
In extreme dry years more pumping will be required to permit the necessary 
exchange of water for the new lands This will mean a maximum pumping require- 
ment of 300,000 acre-feet from Snake River into Deer Flat Reservoir, and an addi- 
tional total of 300,000 acre-feet from the drainage wells Phis can be accom? lished 
by increasing the pumping time of the drainage pumys fro 125 to 166 davs, and 
the pumping time of the Snake River plant from about 4 to 8 months. This 
lengthened pumping period is still within the irrigation season for the drainage 
pumps and will produce water at a time when it can be used for irrigation Since 


the Snake River pumping plant pumps into the Deer Flat Reservoir, it is immate- 
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’ : ‘ ] nothe \ rd eve n the drieet 
( ! ( ter \ for ¢ cha r Ihe 
500. Of fi ed i ERO Isinwa Kilowatt-h 
24. 600. OOO 
S | r ] ry ’ OO OOO ae et iff : Sa 
bored 128, 000, 000 
tif { } ( Liste j } l t 
( 4 OOO, OOO 
f a ar\ ear LOo1, 600, OOO 
PO R CiLy 
| }? } t | River , v A ror 
1) heduled for 5A { 
} saat { 1 . ‘ tac an bh dded the 
1 } ed f ! 1 ( ( 
( | } t ‘ nat ‘ 13 O00 . +4 
! i 1 eal 3.5.000,000 
I it i ( ( 220) i tota ite co is 
2¢, 0) ( 
ene I it Luckv Peak ca ot he 
Dp ! ! lea for ir itio l 
Pha I ) ( re ideally adapted to the pum} 
0 lterna ’ e Mountain Home project. It is prop 
t evel ] 1 ia 
Whe he La Y om t s constructed. to divert water from the south fork 
of the Bo h rtothe Mounta Hlome area, there will be a fall of approximately 
IS5 feet that « ld be developed for powe1 his would generate approximately 
S1.000.000 7 kil i I thie rr 1 ) ‘sol \ prelin arv stud 
] ca nat the cost velit Oo 1 be $3,955,000, iten 1 as follow 
\ ( ) dam, 55 f I ig 136-foot crest 
S416, 000 
Di ion canal 2 miles longs 949, 000 
» 1 pe tock 1,600 feet lo 15-foot diameter 520, 000 
25,000-kilowatt power installation, at $90 per kilowat 2, O70, 000 


Lotal $3, 955, 000 


W the } rag th i i ('4 on Creek power develonn 1 comt 
media vear output of 316,.000.000 kilowatt-hours would be produced li 
extre e dri ear this p er output would be reduced to 257,000,000 kilov 





Che energy requirements for the alternate plan are 91,400,000 kilowatt-hours for 


al an vear and 161,000,000 kilowatt-hours for an extremely dry vear The most 
ec ymical mat er i I this power can be tra smitted to the Snake River 
pumping plant and the numerous drainage well installations is over existing 
fa of e Idaho Power Co. with certain additional facilities, which woul 
also be needed It has been ascertained that the Idaho Power Co. is willing to 
transmit this power trom the two plant to the requisite locations and receive pa\ 

ment in energy from the same plants for this service, thus no cash payments for 
energy are required It has also been ascertained that the power company is 


willing to purchase all energy over and above the project requirements at a rate of 
4 mills per kilowatt-hour When the energy for pumping is to be paid for in kind, 
the requirements for the project then become as follows 
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In a median year: ; 
For delivery to Snake River pumMmpl pDiant 64 000 
4-percent transmission losses form Canvon Cre¢ plant 2 560 
Energy payment for tral 35] costs 21. 000 
Total 87. 560 
For delivery to drainage wells 18. 400 
14-percent transmission and distribut Oss 9 520 
Payment for transmission and distribution costs 20. 853 
Total 11. 773 
For delivery to Hillerest » 000 
{-percent transmission losss 260 
Payment for transmission cost 300 
Total Y H6H0 
Overall total 138. 993 
Estimated energy availabl 
At Canvon Cre S1, 000 
At Lucky Peak 235. 000 
Total (for median vear 216. 00 
The s rpl Is th is nade AVALIADLE bor i 177 milhor Kilowatt urs 
of the output of Canvon Cree Is ed for irrigatio ' I ses, and 24 perce! 
the output at Lucky Peak is irrigat p 
In a dry year: 
elivery om Car on Cre ant ft Sra }? er T nNping A watt-he 
i1\ Vy it 1 any 1 4 I f 
plant 69, OOO 
Deliveries from Lucky Peak as payn t for losses f Car 
Creek 2 760 
For transmission costs from Canyon ¢ | 23, 000 
Total G4, 760 
From Lucky Peak to Snake River 1 1 plant 50. 000 
Pavment for ] ( 2 260 
For transmission costs 19. 670 
Total from Canyon Creek and I ky Peal 175, 790 
For delivery to draina put lants 24. 600 
Payment for losses », 440 
For transmission and distribut cost 9, 520 
Total 7 
For deliverv to Hillerest pumping plar » OOO 
Payment for loss« 360 
For transmission cost 300 
401 en 
Pota 
Overall total suppli 1 
From Canvon Creel 6o. 000 
From Lucky Peak 174, O10 
Total 243, O10 
Thus again all the output of t Ca Creek plant ired for irt 
purposes. At Lucky Peak it requires 72 percent of its capa { 
purposes. Sinee this much power must I y rved a | Pea ) y 
purposes in a dry year, it is believed justifial toa te 72 percent of 


to Irrigation. 
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! if t » plans is Vel the follow 
( lloca 
( Dec i 1 I wnd 
$5. 912. 000 eneratlt ten $3, 000, OOO 
Boi Va 150 
534. 000 we it S6,.700 3. 015, 000 
~ ( ) (7 
) Rg O00 plant 3. 955. 000 
‘ I Peak powerpla 6, OOO, OOO 
17, 323, 000 
ba 
2 954. 000 
S 2S O00) 
tO 10. OOO 
Da md 
21. 073. 000 
» S77. 000 
7 OOU 
HH rest. Div 12.000 
1. 477. 000 a 1, 500, 000 
? OOO 
t. 350. 000 
2 7 000 
La 1 1IVISI 
DD rsi 1 
( | 13. O00 | River 9 234. 000 
7.47 000 Ly r 0, 101, OOO 
| { Creek diver 
175, 000 i iq 201, 000 
i I ¢ Tom main cana 
e OOO vst { 124. 000 
0. OOO La il s em 6. 613, 000 
2. 625, 000 Drainage 3. 306, 000 
19. O66. OOO 
lo for 
T ( re ovect 
2D 254, OOO 
merated above are identical for the United 
i] | i P| | TY lon HWvision rt tt 
he Bureau report except for proportion: 
nt rease in acreage and a blanket 15 percent iner 
ructi eC 
COST OF OPERATION AND MAINTENANCI 
era ) ind il ( ince and replacement costs for the irrigation 
ire based upon the data taken from table 15, page 248 of House 
vol. Il) where these items appear in the original Bureau report 
and il nance andreplacement costs have been newly estimated 
below 





MOUNTAIN HOME IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE PROJECT 29 





R River d 
R rd 

H I 
Long ‘I 1! 
Long To 
Lo om distrit 
H t f 
| f 
D | 1 g 6 
R % 
Hi t 1 r A 
( Cr 1 
I | r 

' t of $1.68 S " 

Total annu t 452 

$1,680,000 Or 

I . r 
} M 

Che sures f ‘ ) i far 
t} prolect f n R525 ~1) () ) f S6 
acre can easily be I ; ” 
repav mic t ¢ S$738.000 ’ 

It has heretof | 4 — { ' 177.000.0000 | owatt- 
hours of power sala it 41 I t etul of $708,000 


per veal 
The $3,000,000 eonstru f ‘ f 1 be repaid bv the 
Boise Vall irrigatic i ( f $7 1) per vear, or an annual 


Total ' ( ( 1 2 O00 

Annual ex 171, 852 
} { 
Appl I ti i DA ( S10 QR 

S54 O40 000, | =1 680.00 r | P 
commercial pow 1 , ' ! 
indicate that t} ' ean 1 ) ! ! 
Thus the project appears to he of the few pr i | 
in the last doz veal 


a reasonable time 





CONCT TON 
In summary the ernate plat i follov , 
1. An economical solution to the Boise River draina 
2. Use of Boise River draina va ead of tra r of Pa e River water 
to Boise Valley 
3. Construction time woula be reduced from 30 irs ft { n 10 


1. Entire cost would be repaid w n al t df 4 
5. No duplicatior of facilitie that would pr ent a t i if LO} 
the remaining suitable land whe nore water can be made available from « r 


sources 
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ADDENDUM 


AN ALTERNATE PLAN FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MouNTAIN Home Prosne 


IDAHO 
By W. G. Sloa 
MMARY OF REPAYMENT 

The construction cost of the irrigation facilities for the new land under this 
alternate plan is $334 per acre, and the landowners will repay approximately $75 
of tl cost The investment in powerplants ineluded in the project. is $9,955,000, 
of wl $8 275.000 will be repaia by the landowners through the power costs 
included in the S6 per acre annual charge. The power included in the annual 
charge S?.090 per aer will result in an average cost per kilowatt-hour of about 
2 81 mi ut the point of ‘ he profit from the sale of the surplus power not 
required by the project will pav the balance of the cost of the irrigatior facilities 
$259 per acre, and the remainder of the costs of the power plants (81,680,000 

The construction cost of the drainage wells amount to about S10 per acre, 


contained in the Soise Vallev irrigation districts affected, will be repaid by the 





a . e Boise Valle 

Phe al repayme s of the alternate plan are compared wi imilar 
te! or il | { States Bureau of Reclamation plan as follow 

B f 
I R Al t i 

Al 1 \ ( ¢ ee 00 
{ ” } 
R in 500. 000. 00 
~ 0) 0 
R 8 WO. OM +. 000. 00 
| ) ) 

Considering the immediate bencfits that can be obtained from this alternate 
pial the reasonab! Oo and the abilitv to pa out in a 5O0-vear per od. ecertalt ly 
recommend serious consideration of this plan by all interested in reclamation 


development in Idaho 


Exuipir C 
RESERVOIR OPERATION STUDIES 
Botse River RESERVOIR STAGES, BY Montus (Criticat Pertop 
ASSUMED DATA 


Irrigation draft of 2,100,000 acre-feet of natural flow for 310,000 acres Boise 
Valley lands plus 123,000 acres of Mountain Home project lands 

Pumping capacity of 300,000 acre-feet from Snake River into Deer Fl: 
voir plus 300,000 acre-feet pumping capac 


itv in Boise Valley drainage pumps 


Irrigation draft and drainage pump output distributed by months as follo 


acre-feet per month for 11 months 
November in all years. 
eservoir will not fill 
including Lucky Peak, 1,125,000 acre- 
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Reservoir stage, start S S 
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Drainage pump inflow 
Deer Flat pump inflow 
Irrigat ntfiow 2 
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Mi 
Maximum capacity of reser for irrigatior 100.000 a 
Irrigation draft of 540,000 a ise on Mounta Ff 1 
by months as follow 
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MOUNTAIN HOME 


Irrigation 


4) er 

Reservoir stage, start of mont 7 
Natural inflow 22 
Irrigation draft 11 
Reservoir stage, end of month 108 
A pril 

Reservoir stage, start of month 202 


Natural inflow 
Irrigation draft 40) 
Reservoir stage, end of month 220 


Irrigation 


October 
Reservoir stage, start of month 0 
Natural inflow 12 
Irrigation draft ll 
Reservoir stage, end of month 1 

April 

Reservoir stage, start of month 90 
Natural inflow 107 
Irrigation draft 40) 
Reservoir stage, end of month 157 


IRRIGATION 


Irrigation year 1932-33 


October 





’ 
Reservoir stage, start of month 194 
Natural inflow | 19 
Irrigation draft | 11 
Reservoir stage, end of month 202 
April 
Reservoir stage, start of month - - 294 
Natural inflow 84 
Irrigation draft 40 
Reservoir stage, end of month 333 
? Released to Arrowrock in June, 83. 
Irrigation 
October 
Reservoir stage, start of month- 182 
Natural inflow 17 
Irrigation draft 11 
Reservoir stage, end of month. 188 
April 
Reservoir stage, start of month. 331 
Natural inflow 89 
Irrigation draft } 40 
Reservoir stage, end of month. 380 
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